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Executive Summmary

Eastern New Jersey, New York City and southern Long Island
beaches experienced three floatable debris washup incidents
(occurring on southern Long Island) which resulted in beach
closings in 2003. The interagency inplenmentation of the

Fl oat abl es Action Plan (“FAP”) was a major contributor in the
m nim zation of beach closures, despite significant
precipitation levels in 2003.

The FAP is designed to acconmplish the follow ng objectives:

- Mnimzation of the ampbunt of floatable debris escaping
t he Harbor Conpl ex;

- Maintaining an effective comrunication network to
coordi nate fl oatable debris renoval activities and to

respond to the spotting of slicks;

- Ensuring tinely notification of beach operators of
potential wash-ups of fl oatable debris; and

- Mnim zation of beach closures due to fl oatable debris.

The FAP has proven to be very successful in mnimzing the
escape of floatable debris fromthe Harbor Conplex (see
sunmary table of all floatable/shoreline debris collection
prograns reported on in this report at the end of the
Executive Summary). The principal means of collecting
floating debris slicks has been through the utilization of
USACOE ski mrer vessels. These vessels collected 1106 tons of
fl oatabl e debris on schedul ed “2003 fl oat abl es days” (days of
and the follow ng two days of new and full moon), and an
estimated 5524 tons of floatable debris throughout USACOE
fiscal year 2003 (October 2002 - Septenmber 2003).

The New York City Department of Environnmental Protection
(“NYCDEP”) has suppl enmented the work of the USACCE with an
open wat er skinmer vessel of its own as well as a boom ng and
skimm ng programat major City CSO outfall Iocations. These



nmeasures collected 166 tons and 1380 cubic yards of floatable
debris, respectively. NYCDEP al so conducted a tributary-
specific clean-up program This programutilized conmmunity
volunteers to collect 20 cubic yards of debris in 2003.

The Passai c Vall ey Sewerage Conm ssioners (PVSC) al so

suppl enments t he USACOE open water skimm ng operations by
operating two skimer vessels in the Passaic River and Newark
Bay, collecting a total of 221 tons of floatable debris in
2003. PVSC s shoreline debris renmoval program collected an
addi tional 621 tons of debris in 2003.

New Jersey’s Cl ean Shores Program which utilizes prison
inmates to renove shoreline debris, collected 2524 tons in
2003 and the State’'s Adopt-A-Beach programcollected a total
of 50,437 beach litter itens.

The Ocean Conservancy’'s Annual International Coastal Clean-up,
whi ch uses volunteers to docunent and renove shoreline debris,
coll ected 277,972 pounds of debris in 2003 in eight selected
counties in New YorKk.

The maintaining of an effective communi cati on network has
remai ned a key elenent of the inplenmentation of the FAP. EPA
has remai ned the hub of the comrmunication network, with its

Fl oat abl es Coordi nator as the link with the USACOE, the United
States Coast Guard (“USCG’), the NYCDEP, the NJDEP, the
NYSDEC, the NYCDOS, the National Oceanic and Atnospheric

Adm ni stration (“NOAA”) and the public. Appropriate actions
include the reporting of the slick information to the USACOE
or the USCG (for oil slicks), based on EPA helicopter flyover
reports.

The States of New York and New Jersey continue to work with
Har bor di schargers to control floatable debris in the |ong-
term New Jersey is seeking to have floatables contro
measures sufficient to neet the State-wi de permt nmandated 0.5
inch fl oatabl e size standard, inplenented by 2003.

Approxi mately 610 tons of floatable debris was collected at
CSO points in New Jersey, due to fl oatable debris controls



whi ch have been installed and are operating. New York
continues to work with New York City to see the inplenmentation
of long-term

measures to build upon and perhaps replace existing floatable
debris control nmeasures being carried out by the City.

At a mnimum the following three actions still need to be
fully addressed:

a) Municipalities in New Jersey need to fully inplenent
CSO f | oat abl e control s;

b) New York City needs to inplenment pernmanent and
effective CSO fl oat abl e debris controls; and

c) Stormwater floatable debris controls need to

i npl emented in both New Jersey and New York



Summary Tabl e of Floatable / Shoreline Debris Collection

Pr ogr ans
Fl oat abl e / Shoreline Year Fl oat abl e / Tot al
Debris Coll ection Begun Shoreline Fl oat abl e /
Program Debri s Shorel i ne
Col | ect ed Debri s
in 2003 Col | ect ed
t hr ough
2003
USACCE Ski mmrer Vessel 1989 1,106 tons 15, 506 tons
Desi gnat ed
Fl oat abl e Days Col | ection
Program
USACCE Ski mrer Vessel Fiscal 1988 5,524 tons 86, 587
Year Collection Program t ons
NYCDEP Cor morant Cpen Wt er 1994 166 tons 3,103 tons
Ski mmer Vessel Collection
Program
NYCDEP Boom and Ski m 1995 1, 380 cubic 9,631 cubic
Col | ection Program yar ds yar ds
NYCDEP Speci al Projects 1998 20 cubic 1,520 cubic
Col | ection Program yar ds yar ds
NJDEP O ean Shores Program 1989 2,524 tons 49, 922 tons
NJ DEP 1993 50, 437 815, 636
Adopt - A- Beach Col | ection itens I tens

Progr am




Ccean Conservancy’s 1994 277,972 1, 393, 804

International Coastal C ean- pounds pounds
up Col | ection Program

(8 counties in NY)

PVSC Ski mrer Vessel 2000 221 tons 623 tons
Col | ection Program
PVSC Passai ¢ River/Newar k Bay 1998 621 tons 2,344. 3
Shorel i ne tons
Cl ean-up Program
New Rochel | e Boom Col | ecti on 1998 680 cubic 4,601 cubic
Program f eet f eet
NJDEP Muni ci pality Floatabl e 1999 610 tons 1251 tons

Debris Coll ection Programs

| . Summary and St at enent of Purpose

Eastern New Jersey, New York City and
sout hern Long I sl and beaches
experienced three incidents resulting

I N beach closings due to floatable
debris 1n 2003. The i1 nteragency

| mpl enent ati on of the Floatables Action
Plan (“FAP”) was a major contributor to
mai ntaining this inproved beach stat us.

Formal United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA")
Region Il assessnent reports of the FAP were prepared for the
following time frames:

a) 1989
b) 1990
c) 1991
d) 1992
e) 1993 - 1994
f) 1995 - 1997
g) 1998
h) 1999
i) 2000



i) 2001
k) 2002

Thi s assessment report has been prepared for 2003 and wi |
assess the effectiveness of the short-term FAP in
acconplishing the foll ow ng objectives:

- Mnimzation of the ampbunt of floatable debris escaping

t he Har bor Conpl ex;

- Maintaining an effective comrunication network to

coordinate fl oatable debris renoval activities and to
respond to the spotting of slicks;

- Ensuring tinely notification of beach operators of
potential wash-ups of fl oatable debris; and

- Mnimzation of beach closures due to fl oatable debris.

This assessnent report will also discuss the required | ong-
terminpl ementation neasures to permanently address fl oatable
debris and provide the current status of |ong-term

i npl enment ati on measures, providing a clear understandi ng of
what is still needed to effectively control floatable debris
in the Harbor Conpl ex.

| 1. Background

a) What is floatable debris?
Fl oat abl e debris is waterborne waste material that is buoyant.
Exanpl es i ncl ude:

- wood

beach litter

aquatic vegetation

street litter: e.g., cans, bottles, Styrofoam cups,
pl astics, straws, and paper products

sewage-rel ated wastes: e.g., condons, sanitary napkins,
t anpon applicators, diaper

i ners, grease balls, tar balls, and

fecal materi al

- fishing gear: e.g., nets, floats, lines and traps
- nmedi cal wastes: e.g., hypoderm c needl es, syringes,
bandages, red bags and enemm
bottl es

b) What are the sources that generate floatable debris?




The principal sources of floatable debris to the New York /
New Jersey Harbor (“Harbor”) and the New York Bight are the
fol |l owi ng:

- Conbi ned Sewer Overflow (*CSO') Di scharges: There are

approxi mately 679 conmbi ned sewer overflow (CSO) points

di scharging to the open waters of the NY/NJ Harbor or to
its tributaries:

446 from New York City
29 from West chester County
204 from New Jersey
679 in total (There are no CSO points discharging to the
Bi ght or to the Back Bays.)

- Storm Water Discharges: New York City, while
predom nantly a conbi ned sewered City, has 326 outfalls
fromits nunicipal separate sewer system

Hundreds of nore storm sewer outfalls in New York and New
Jersey inpact the Harbor Conplex fromindustri al
activity, construction activity and hi ghway drai nage.

- Non-point source discharges: including littering,
landfill practices, and marine transfer practices;

- Decaying shoreline structures and sunken vessels:; and

- Vessel discharges.

c) What are the inpacts of floatable debris?

Di scharges of floatable debris cause beach cl osures, have an
adverse inpact on recreational and commercial boating and
cause harmto coastal marine speci es.

Large amounts of marine debris washed up on southern Long
| sl and ocean beaches and on New Jersey ocean beaches in 1987

and 1988. In 1987, floatable washups were responsible for the
closing of 25 mles of New Jersey beaches in May and 50 niles
of New Jersey beaches in August. |In 1988, fl oatable washups

were responsible for the closing of 60 mles of New York
beaches.

These beach closings in New Jersey and New York | asted for
varying tinme periods fromseveral hours to several days and
had significant econom c and social inpacts. The State

Uni versity of New York Waste Managenment Institute estinmated an
econom ¢ | oss of between $900 million and $4 billion in New
Jersey and between $950 million and $2 billion in New York in



the 1987 - 1988 tine frane.

Medi cal syringes, while only a tiny portion of the washups,
caused a great deal of concern, pronpting the passage of the
Medi cal Waste Tracking Act by Congress in 1988.

Fl oat abl e debris, particularly driftwod, poses a hazard to
shi pping and recreational boating in the Harbor / Bight. The
United States Arny Corps of Engineers (“USACOE”) conducts two
prograns to address floatable debris: 1) collection of debris
already floating and 2) dismantling deteriorating structures
bef ore they beconme drift. Drift materials include tinbers,
pilings, plastics, rubber tires, fiberglass boats, Styrofoam
rafts, floating drums, docks, sheds, and other shore
structures.

Birds, mammal s and sea turtles are found seasonally throughout
t he Bight and portions of the Harbor. These species are

vul nerable to entrapnment and entangl enent in plastic waste

i ncluding six pack rings, fishing line, and nets. Turtles and
manmal s (seal s and whal es) are vulnerable to ingestion of
plastic items, such as bags, that are m staken for squid,
jellyfish, or other prey. This ingestion often leads to

suf focation or intestinal blockage and deat h.

|II. How effective has the FAP been in
m nim zing the escape of floatable debris from

t he Har bor Conpl ex?

The FAP has proven to be very successful in mnimzing the
escape of floatable debris fromthe Harbor Conplex. The
princi pal neans of collecting floating debris slicks has been
t hrough the utilization of USACOE skinmer vessels. The New
York City Department of Environnental Protection (“NYCDEP")
has suppl enmented the work of the USACOE with an open water

ski mer vessel of its own as well as a boom ng and ski nm ng
program at mpjor City CSO outfall |ocations. O her nmeans have
al so been utilized to mnimze the escape of floating debris
fromthe Harbor Conplex. The follow ng summary of these

vari ous measures is for 2003 but also includes historical
data, where appropriate, for the purpose of conparison

a) What are the vessels that the USACOE uses to support FAP
i mpl enent ati on?
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The USACOE uses three vessels to support FAP inplenentation in
t he Harbor and these vessels are described in the follow ng
t abl e:

USACOE Ski mer Vessel I nformation

Name of Vessel Haywar d Driftmaster Cel ber man
Year Built 1974 1948 1980
Length (feet) 124 99 85
Vi ght (tons) 390. 4 230 190. 17
Crane Capacity 20 18 4.5
(tons)

The Hayward is used to renove debris and obstructions from
hi gh use navi gati onal channels to provide clear and safe
channel s for general navigation and to ensure that |life and
property are protected. The vessel’'s primary function is the
collection of floating debris but nore specifically the
snaggi ng of larger |ogs, weckage, barges, and lifting
obstructions fromthe waterway. The vessel tows a catamaran
barge with a drift net to pick up flotsam and jetsam

The Driftmster is used to renove debris and obstructions from
hi gh use navi gational channels to provide clear and safe
channel s for general navigation and to ensure that |ife and
property are protected. The vessel’s uni que catamaran hul
desi gn enabl es the vessel to trap floating debris between its
hulls before it is collected in nets. Pieces too |large are

t owed al ongsi de. The vessel also lifts weckage, sections of
pi ers and sunken derelict vessels and barges which are hazards
to navi gati on.

The Gel berman is used to remove debris and obstructions from
hi gh use navi gation projects and hard to nmaneuver | ocations.
The vessel’s primary function is to collect floating debris
from channels and nore confined areas. The vessel pulls a
catamaran barge with a drift net to collect flotsam and

| et sam

These three USACOE vessels, the Hayward, the Driftmaster and
t he Gel berman, have been deployed in the Harbor to collect
floating slicks since the initiation of the FAP in 1989.

b) How much fl oatable debris has the USACOE collected in
support of the FAP?
The Water Resources Devel opnent Act (“WVWRDA”) of 1974 was

11



nodi fi ed by WRDA 90 Section 102 (V) (Public Law 99-662) to
authorize the collection of floatable debris whenever the
USACOE is collecting and renoving debris which is an
obstruction to navigation. The USACOE estimates that 90 per
cent (by volune) of its collection total consists of wood
debris. Tires, plastic waste, cardboard, seaweed, sewage-
related materials and street runoff-related materials
constitute the remaining 10 per cent (by volune).

The USACOE drift renoval vessels report collection totals in
different ways. The following table indicates the total tons
of floatable debris collected by the three USACOE vessel s on
schedul ed “fl oatabl e days” for the |listed cal endar years. A
schedul ed “fl oatable day” is the day of and the two days

foll owing both new and full noons (Note: a listing of the
USACCE schedul ed “fl oatabl e days” for cal endar year 2003 is
attached to this report). USACOE ski mrer vessels are depl oyed
to strategic |l ocations on these days, to | ocations where

fl oatabl e debris historically congregates after becom ng
resuspended upon hi gher tides. For these scheduled “fl oatable
days”, the USACOE weighs its nets and reports the drift
collection totals in terms of tons coll ected.

USACOE Ski nmer Vessel
Col l ection Totals
For Schedul ed Fl oat abl e Days

Year Tons of Debris Collected
1989 545
1990 795
1991 701

12



1992 958
1993 1088
1994 1298
1995 829
1996 1407
1997 768
1998 1023
1999 1165
2000 1271
2001 1040
2002 1512
2003 1, 106
TOTAL 15506

The above table only represents the drift collection perforned
by the USACOE on schedul ed “fl oatabl e days.” The USACOE
reports its annual (on a fiscal year (October - Septenber)
basis) drift collection total in terms of cubic feet. The
following table lists these fiscal year totals, converts them
to cubic yards (for purposes of conmparing with the NYCDEP

ski mrer vessel collection totals), and, based on discussions
with the USACCE estimates a total tonnage val ue based on an
approxi mate conversi on factor of 100 cubic feet per ton:

Fi scal Year USACOE Total Skimer Vessel
Coll ection Totals

13



Fi scal Year Total Drift Total Drift Estinmated Total Drift
Col | ection Col l ection Col I ection

(Cubi c Feet) (Cubi c Yards) (Tons)
1988 537, 353 19, 902 5,374
1989 571, 645 21,172 5,716
1990 537, 770 19, 917 5,378
1991 544, 350 20, 161 5, 444
1992 548, 970 20, 332 5, 490
1993 539, 355 19, 976 5, 394
1994 442,615 16, 393 4,426
1995 552, 840 20, 476 5,528
1996 592, 450 21,943 5,925
1997 493, 400 18, 274 4,934
1998 558, 900 20, 700 5, 589
1999 560, 575 20, 762 5, 606
2000 539, 930 19, 997 5, 399
2001 528, 875 19, 588 5, 289
2002 557, 050 20, 631 5,571
2003 512, 350 18, 976 5, 524
TOTAL 8, 618, 428 319, 200 86, 587

The accuracy of this table hinges on the conversion factor
used of “100 cubic feet per ton.” This may very well be a
conservative estimate (in other words, the collection total in
tons is NOT overstated) and the follow ng should be
consi der ed:

1. If a parcel of water neasuring 100 cubic feet were

coll ected by the USACOE skinmer vessels, it would weigh (using
0. 01602 cubic feet per pound of water) 3.12 tons. This may be
consi dered as the upper |limt of any collected parcel of

mat eri al measuring 100 cubic feet.

2. Since the USACCE skimer vessels are drift collection

vessels, items are coll ected which are buoyant in water. In
general then, any parcel of collected material nmeasuring 100
cubic feet will weigh less than 3.12 tons.

3. The USACCE already routinely estimtes that 90% (by vol une)
of its drift collection is conprised of wood. Although the
wood is waterlogged and heavy, each 100 cubic feet of wood
will weigh less than 3.12 tons since it was buoyant.

14



4. \When fl oatable debris is collected by the USACOE ski mrer
vessels, the total volume includes significant “void spaces”
whi ch do not add weight. This further adds to the fact that
parcels of material neasuring 100 cubic feet will weigh |ess
than 3.12 tons.

The use of the conversion factor of 100 cubic feet per ton is
therefore a conservative one and is derived fromthe actual
wei ghi ng of nets on schedul ed “fl oatabl e days.”

c) How has the NYCDEP supplenmented the USACOE in renoving
floatable debris fromthe Harbor?

The 1992 CSO Abatenment Order on Consent between the NYCDEP and
the New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation
(“NYSDEC’) required the foll ow ng:

- NYCDEP was to inplenment a short-term boom ng and ski nm ng
programto address floatables pollution from approxi mtely 50%
of the City's conbined sewer service area. This interim
program was principally focused on the tributaries on which
retention tanks will be built under the |ong-term CSO
abatenment programthat the City is inplenenting, and wil
continue until that point in time. The NYCDEP was to coll ect
and renove substantially all waterborne fl oatables in Bergen
Basi n, Thurston Basin, Paerdegat Basin, Hendrix Creek, Newtown
Creek, Gowanus Canal, Coney Island Creek, and the Upper East

Ri ver tributaries consisting of the Bronx River, Flushing
Creek, Westchester Creek, and the Hutchinson River (if
practicable). Additionally, the NYCDEP was to collect and
renove substantially all waterborne floatables from 10 CSO
outfalls in beach-sensitive open water areas. To acconplish
this boom ng and skinm ng program the NYCDEP was to purchase
and utilize four small skimer vessels.

The NYCDEP was also to utilize a |large open water skinmer
vessel (nanmed the Cornorant), patterned after the USACOE
Driftmaster skimm ng vessel, to patrol the waters of the
Harbor. The followi ng tables sumuarize the NYCDEP ski nm ng
vessel s and the status of the boom ng and skimr ng | ocati ons.

15



NYCDEP Ski nmer

Vessel I nformation

Name Where Used Lengt h Capacity
(feet)
SV Pi ping Pl over Tributaries 50 3,000 -12,000 | bs of wet
mat eri al
SV I bis Tributaries 50 3,000 -12,000 | bs of wet
mat eri al
SV Heron Tributaries 50 3,000 -12,000 | bs of wet
mat eri al
SV Egret Tributaries 50 3,000 -12,000 | bs of wet
mat eri al
SV Cor nor ant Open Waters 100 2 nets; 1,000 cubic feet
per net; 2,000 cubic feet
intotal; up to 10 tons of
wet material per net

16



NYCDEP Ski nm ng and Boom ng Program Locations

Booning / Skinmming Site Appr oxi mat e Drai nage Area Permanent Installation Date
(acres)
West chester Creek 2039 9/ 96
d ason Poi nt 333 10/ 96
Bronx River 1799 7/ 96
Hunt s Poi nt 761 4/ 96
Fl ushing Creek 1 (CSO4) 6790 11/ 96
Fl ushing Oreek 2 (Csor) * 768 11/ 96
Fl ushing Bay 1 (CSO 2) 1225 4/ 96
Fl ushing Bay 2 (CSO3) 3053 4/ 96
Bowery Bay 2830 4/ 96
Maspet h O eek 1028 9/ 96
East Branch (East River) 2197 9/ 96
English Kills 1338 9/ 96
Bushwick Inlet * 771 1/ 97
Wal | about Channel 1 1258 9/ 96
Val | about Channel 2 1093 9/ 96
Cowanus Canal 667

OmM s Head 1253 5/ 96
Coney Island Creek 2751 6/ 96
Paer degat Basin 5787 6/ 93
Fresh Oreek * 2110 11/ 88
Hendri x Canal 520 6/93
Ber gen Basin 13400 6/ 94
Thur st on Basin 4803 6/ 94

* Sites marked with an asterisk indicate netting installations

rat her than boom ng.

The total

approxi mate drai nage area inpacted by the skinm ng

17




and booni ng (and netting) programis 58,574 acres, which
represents over 50 per cent of the City's conbi ned sewer
dr ai nage area.

I n 2002, the NYCDEP added a new boom | ocation in Zones II/11I1,
the Butterm | k Channel - Flushing Tunnel inlet, to prevent
fl oatabl e debris fromentering the tunnel.

The NYCDEP mai ntains a contract such that a contractor
operates and maintains the boomfacilities and manages the
coll ected fl oatable debris under the skim and boom program
Materials are trucked out of state.

d) How much fl oatable debris has the NYCDEP SV Cornorant

col |l ected?

NYCDEP SV Cornorant collection data dates back to May 1994.
Wbod has nade up the bulk of the collected material, with
trash, plastic, rubber, and netal making up the rest.

Hi storical collection totals and collection totals for 2003
are presented in the follow ng tabl e:

NYCDEP SV Cornprant Col |l ection Totals
(1994 - Present)

Year Tons Col |l ect ed
1994 197. 87
1995 262. 2
1996 856. 2
1997 294. 00
1998 296. 4
1999 333. 40
2000 320. 00
2001 222.15
2002 157. 49
2003 166. 04

TOTAL 3105. 75

The weight of a net to be enptied is determ ned by a wei ght
sensing device, providing a digital read-out. Visual
estimtes are then made for how nuch wood, trash, plastic,
rubber and metal are in a given |oad.

Exanpl e for Whod:

18



NYCDEP pay a contractor

bar ge,

Wei ght of materi al
Wod is estimated to be 90% of
Wei ght of wood in net

in net

to provide a barge,

is 9 tons

| oad

is 81 tons (9 tons x 0.9)

mai ntain the

dock the barge and enpty the barge into which collected

fl oatabl e debris fromthe “Cornorant”

vessel

i s dunped.

e) How much floatable debris has the NYCDEP Boom ng and

Ski mmi ng Program col |l ect ed?

program dates back to 1995.
collection totals for

Hi stori cal

The NYCDEP boonmi ng and ski mm ng
coll ection totals and
2003 are presented in the follow ng

t abl e:
NYC Boom and Ski m Program Col | ecti on Total s
(1995 - Present)
(Cubi c Yards)

Year Zone | Zone 11/111 (East Zone |V (Upper Annual
(Jamai ca Ri ver and Newt own East R ver and Tot al

Bay) Creek and Butternilk Fl ushi ng/ Bowery ot a

Channel ) Bays)

1995 258.5 123 353 734.5
1996 732.5 195.5 801.5 1729.5
1997 657.5 222 657 1536. 5

1998 331.5 65 418.5 815
1999 324. 25 116 676.5 1116. 75
2000 138 124. 75 351 613. 75
2001 133 140.5 309 582. 5
2002 397.5 130. 25 592.5 1120. 25
2003 426.0 306. 25 648. 0 1380. 25
Zone 3398. 7 1423. 25 4807 9629

Tot al 5
Not e: Due to such factors as frozen tributaries, unfavorable

(northeasterly) winds and | ow rainfall
debri s di scharged),

there are nonths

(with | ow fl oatable

in which no booned
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floatable debris is collected in the designated zones.

I n 2001, the NYCDEP began to investigate the replacenment of
its four smaller tributary skimrer boats with vessels that are
100% sel f-propelled (i.e., do not need to be towed) and which
are better equipped for different operational uses such
skimm ng the inter-pier areas on the Hudson River, East River
and in Brooklyn in support of various New York City waterfront
devel opnent projects. The NYCDEP bid the replacenment in |ate
2003 but received no bidders. The NYCDEP plans to engage in a
second bid in 2004 and replacenent of the four smaller skinmrer
boats is currently schedul ed for 2005. A Request for
Proposal s was issued by the NYCDEP in |ate 2003 for a design
conpetition for a nore nmobile skimrer vessel to work in open
areas of the Harbor and interpier areas. Two contractors were
sel ected and work is expected to begin in |late 2004.

f) How nmuch debris has the NYCDEP Special Project Clean-up
Program col lected? 1In 1998, the NYCDEP initiated a beach

cl ean-up programin the Gerritsen Beach area of Brooklyn, NY.
This project, now termed NYCDEP' s Special Project program was
expanded in 1999 to also include Fort Ham |ton Hi gh School and
Coney Island Creek Beach conponents. These new conponents
served to renove debris collected in the vicinity of the
Verrazano Bridge. This program in sone ways anal ogous to the
NJDEP Cl ean Shores Program uses comrunity volunteers to
renove debris on beaches and shorelines. The NYCDEP provides
dunpsters for debris placenent and utilizes its water

pol lution control plant residuals mnagenent contracts to have
this collected debris trucked out of state. In 2003, the
NYCDEP conducted one tributary-specific clean-up of Thurston
Basin. The debris renoved by this programis depicted on the
foll owi ng tabl e:

NYCDEP' s Speci al Project Clean-up Program
(1998 - Present)

Year CQubi ¢ Yards
Col | ect ed
1998 280
1999 680
2000 160
2001 140
2002 240
2003 20
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TOTAL 1520

Addi tionally, the NYCDEP conducted a shoreline dunping
preventi on program since 1998. NYCDEP personnel involved with
ongoi ng nonitoring activities survey the shoreline of the City
for evidence of recent illegal disposal activities. Findings
are reported to the New York City Departnent of Sanitation
Envi ronmental Police for enforcenent follow up.

g) How has the NYCDEP' s Enhanced Beach Protection Program
mni m zed fl oatabl e debris being discharged to beach sensitive
areas?

The NYCDEP' s Bureau of Wastewater Treatnent is responsible for
the operation of New York City's collection facilities which
convey the flow of sanitary and conbi ned sewage to the
fourteen Water Pollution Control Plants (WPCPs). A failure
within the conveyance system during dry weather can cause the
spill of sewage with floatables to the New York Harbor
resulting in dry weather bypasses. As a response to the
series of failures in June of 1997, the NYCDEP instituted the
Enhanced Beach Protection Program (EBPP) on July 2, 1997, to
m nimze the chance of additional beach closures due to
failure within the collection facilities through a program of
i ncreased surveillance and preventive nai ntenance procedures
for critical punping stations and regulators. The program was
found to be successful and in 1998 it was inplenmented again
and becane a yearly programto be conducted by the NYCDEP.

The program s goals include: the prevention of any beach
closings fromfailures of collection systemfacilities and an
aver age bypass response time of 8 hours. The NYCDEP created a
list of priority punping stations and regul ators based on
proximty to a beach, quantity of flow, and nodeling results
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for beach areas. These facilities (66 sites) were nonitored
by telemetry at punp stations and by field crews where
telemetry was not available. |In addition, NYCDEP personnel
increased the frequency and | ocations nonitored through its
Har bor Mari ne Prograns.

The 2003 EBPP can be summarized as foll ows:

- No beach closures related to Collection Facilities

- 3 bypasses at EBPP sites = 0.77 MG

- 8 bypasses total = 2.46 MG (less than 0.0014% of the
total flow conveyed through Collection Facilities was
bypassed during the program peri od)

h) What role has the New Jersey Departnment of Environnenta
Protection (“NJDEP”) played in mnimzing floatable debris
from escapi ng the Harbor conpl ex?

Cl ean Shores Program

Begi nning in 1989, the NJDEP began a program called “Operation
Cl ean Shores”, designed to collect shoreline floatable debris
before it becanme resuspended due to tidal influences. This
program has used New Jersey inmates to collect floatable
debris, conprised mainly of |anded drift wood, on non-
recreational shorelines in order to prevent fl oatable debris
frombeing refloated during extreme high tides and washing up
on recreational beaches, beconm ng hazards to navigation and

i npacting marine life. The program now called the “Cl ean

Shores Prograni, is conducted throughout the State of New
Jersey, in the Hudson, Raritan and Del aware estuaries and
barrier island bays. 1n 1993, the Clean Shores Program began

to be inplenented on a year-round basis whereas fornerly it
was only inplenmented during the bathing season. The Program
is funded by the sale of Shore Protection |license plates.

Hi storical collection totals and collection totals for 2003
for this highly effective programare presented in the
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foll owi ng tabl e:

NJDEP' s Cl ean Shores Program Dat a

Year New Jersey Shore Ml es Tons of Fl oatable Debris
Addr essed Col | ect ed

1989 24 3000
1990 48 4800
1991 74 4900
1992 85 5800
1993 71 5750
1994 62 3700
1995 80 2050
1996 103 2650
1997 146 2953
1998 138 2400
1999 182. 4 2400
2000 114.9 2563
2001 172.3 2352
2002 151.2 2080
2003 107.8 2524
TOTAL |  ------- 49, 922

Adopt A Beach Program

The State of New Jersey enacted a |law on January 7, 1993 which
aut horized the NJDEP to adm ni ster an “Adopt A Beach” program
fostering vol unteer stewardship of coastal beaches. NIJDEP is
required to sponsor two statew de beach cl ean-ups each year.
Vol unteers sel ect or “adopt” a beach for these cl ean-ups.

Hi storical data and data for 2003 are presented in the
foll owi ng tabl e:

NJDEP' s Adopt A Beach Program Dat a

Year Number of Debris
Itens Coll ected

1993 36, 122

1994 69, 221
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1995 93, 016
1996 78, 282
1997 84, 433
1998 120, 307
1999 59, 247
2000 64, 696
2001 79, 670
2002 80, 205
2003 50, 437
TOTAL 815, 636

Results of the Adopt A Beach Program are forwarded to the
Ocean Conservancy (“0OC’) in order to be included in the OC s
nati onal and international marine debris database.

i) How much beach debris has been collected in selected
counties of New York State as a result of the Ocean
Conservancy's International Coastal Clean-up?

The Ocean Conservancy (“0OC’),fornmerly the Center for Marine
Conservation, sponsors an Annual International Coastal Clean-
up in Septenmber. In New York State, this volunteer effort to
renove and docunment marine debris is coordinated by the
American Littoral Society’s Northeast Chapter. The data bel ow
cover eight selected counties in New York: Suffolk, Nassau,
Queens, Kings, Richnond, Manhattan, Bronx, and Westchester:

Cl ean-up Results
for 8 New York Counties
(1994 - Present)

Year | Beach M| es Pounds of
Cl eaned Debri s
1994 82. 10 42, 622
1995 98. 75 46, 001
1996 108. 60 83, 533
1997 168. 97 95, 201
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1998 194. 00 145, 705
1999 162. 4 153, 507
2000 233.2 202, 553
2001 159.0 142, 632
2002 198. 83 204, 078
2003 264.75 277,972
TOTAL | ----- 1, 393, 804

While some of this debris (i.e., the debris that is collected
in eastern Westchester County and the north shore of Long

| sl and) probably would not affect New Jersey Beaches or the
sout h shore beaches of Long Island, it is presented for
general trend anal ysis.

J) \What has the Passaic Valley Sewerage Conm ssioners (“PVSC')
done to mnimze floatable debris in the Harbor Conplex?

In 1999, PVSC obtained a skimrer vessel, virtually identical
to the NYCDEP skimrer boats used in NYCDEP s boom and skim

program to be used on the Passaic River and in Newark Bay.

Thi s skimer vessel is described in the table bel ow

Nare Where Used Lengt h Capacity
(feet)
SV The Newar k Bay Passai ¢ River 50 12,000 | bs of wet material
and Newark Bay or 700 cubic feet
SV Passaic River Upper Passaic 32 1,500 | bs of wet
Ri ver
material or 120 cubic feet

This skimer vessel initiated its operation in 2000.

I n 2001, PVSC purchased a second, smaller trash ski mrer
vessel. The vessel (the SV Passaic Valley) is 35 feet in
length, with a |oad capacity of 120 cubic feet and was pl aced
into operation in the Spring of 2002. This snaller boat was
purchased to operate in the upper reaches of the Passaic River
whi ch the | arger vessel cannot reach, due to shallow waters
and | ow bri dges. The smaller boat is docked at rowing club
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dock in Rutherford, New Jersey. The rowi ng club granted PVSC
the use of its sea wall for the setting up of a portable pier
conveyor to offload collected material. This allows the
smal | er boat to be offloaded up to 5-6 tines per collection
day, depending on tidal conditions. Historical data and data
for 2003 are presented in the follow ng table.

PVSC Ski nmer Vessels Coll ection Data
(2000 - Present)

Year Tons of Fl oatabl e
Debris Col | ected

2000 68

2001 86

2002 248

2003 221

TOTAL 623

Begi nning in 1998, PVSC established a programto aid in
renmoving trash along the riverbanks of the Passaic River. The
program provi des coordi nati on and support to municipalities,
counties, citizens, service groups, and |ocal businesses to
conduct shoreline clean-ups along the river and in their
communities. This programis entitled the Passaic

Ri ver/ Newar k Bay Restoration Program Shoreline Clean-up

El ement .

G oves, trash bags, trash disposal, and other supplies as
requested are arranged for and provided by PVSC to the
vol unt eers. In addition to the sponsorship of voluntary

efforts, PVSC has inplenmented an extensive clean-up of the
river’s shoreline by creating a River Restoration Departnent,
consisting of 15 full time enpl oyees dedicated to the renoval of
trash and debris from the Passaic River and Newark Bay.
Additionally, during the summer nonths, PVSC s part tine
enpl oyees renoved trash on a daily basis in urban parks al ong
the River. Historical data and data for 2003 are presented in
the follow ng tabl e:

Passai ¢ River/ Newark Bay Restoration Program
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Shorel i ne Cl ean-up El enent
(1998 - Present)

Year Tons of Shoreline
Debris Col | ected

1998 85. 6

1999 88.7

2000 203

2001 451

2002 895

2003 621

TOTAL 2344.3

k) What has New Rochelle done to mnimze floatable debris in
t he Harbor Conpl ex?

New Rochelle is a city of 72,000 residents with 10 m|es of
shoreline. As the City's storm water conveyance systemis
separate fromthe sanitary sewer system floatable debris is
di scharged to the |l ocal waterways from 28 storm water
outfalls. In 1998, the City, under a NYSDEC 50/50 matchi ng
grant installed a $58,000 "Stream Fl oat abl e Debris Coll ection
Systenm' at the Stephenson Brook Storm water Drainage area
outfall, which enpties to Echo Bay and Long Island Sound. The
system has a hol ding capacity of 1 cubic yard of debris. The
St ephenson Brook Drai nage area enconpasses approximtely 3.5
square nmles or 30% of the city land area. Collected debris
i ncl udes wood, paper, glass, netal, plastics and organics.

Hi storical data and data for 2003 are presented in the

foll owi ng tabl e:

New Rochell e Boom Col | ecti on Total s
(1998 - Present)
(Values are in Cubic Feet)

Year Cubi c Feet

Col I ect ed
1998 548
1999 953
2000 483
2001 857
2002 1080
2003 680
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TOTAL 4601

| V. How effective has the FAP been in maintaining
a_communication network to coordinate floatable
debris renpoval activities and to respond to the
spotting of slicks?

The maintaining of an effective communication network has
remai ned a key el enent of the inplenentation of the FAP. EPA
has remained the hub of the conmunication network, with its
Fl oat abl es Coordi nator as the link with the USACOE, the United
St at es Coast Guard (“USCG ), the NYCDEP, the NJDEP, the NYSDEC,

t he Nati onal Oceani ¢ and At nospheric Adm nistration (“NOAA”) and
t he public.

The two main contributors of slick sightings are the EPA
hel i copter which routinely patrols the Harbor, southern Long
| sland and the New Jersey coast and the NJDEP plane which
routinely patrols the New Jersey coast. As reports of Harbor
Conmpl ex slicks (floatable debris or oil) are received by the EPA
Fl oat abl es Coordi nator, the reports are evaluated to deterni ne
appropriate action. Appropriate actions include the reporting
of the slick information to the USACCE or the USCG (for oil
slicks). For cases in which a slick report identifies a slick
not | arge enough or too disperse to warrant the deploynent of a
USACOE ski mmer vessel, no action is taken. The follow ng table
lists the 2003 slick sightings (all by the EPA helicopter) that
resulted in the contact of either the USACOE or the USCG by the
EPA Fl oat abl es Coordi nator:

2003 Fl oatabl es Action Plan Slick Reports

DATE TI ME REPORT ACTI ON TAKEN
6/ 12 11: 00 AM Several floatables slicks Reported slicks to
obser ved: t he USACCE

1. Arthur Kill (red buoy 24
to red buoy 30, Fresh Kills

landfill to Prawl’s I sl and,
2-3 niles long, 10-20'
wi de.)

2. North of Coethal s bridge
(1/4 nmile long, 10-20'

w de.)

3. Newark Bay (near green
buoy 7, 500 yards.)

4. Newark Bay (NWof Bayonne
Bridge, “2nile long.)
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6/ 14 10: 00 AM Fl oat abl es slick observed in Reported slick to the
Arthur Kill (fromFresh USACCE
Kills landfill to Praw’s
Island, 3-4 mles |ong)
6/ 16 10: 00 AM Fl oat abl es sl icks observed: Reported slicks to
1. Arthur Kill (south of t he USACCE
buoy 4, 1/4 mle long.)
2. Newark Bay (west side
near buoy 7, 10x20' )
6/ 17 10: 00 AM Fl oat abl es sl i cks observed: Reported slicks to
1. Newark Bay (south of buoy t he USACCE
8 to buoy 5.)
2. Kill van Kull (North of
Bayonne Bridge to buoy 10.)
6/ 18 10: 00 AM Fl oat abl es sl icks observed: Reported slicks to
1. Newark Bay (NE of buoy 7 t he USACCE
and south of buoy 5 to the
m ddl e of the channel.)
2. Kill van Kull (east of
t he Bayonne Bridge to buoy
10.)
6/ 24 9: 00 AM Fl oat abl es slick observed NW Reported slick to the
of Coney Island, in USACCE
G avesend Bay, 300 yards Xx
10'.
714 10: 40 AM Brown oil slick observed Reported oil slick to
near sanpling point JC61, USCG
Mar ker #7, near Barnegat
Inlet, 800 yard | ong, 50
mles into the surf
715 9:10 AM Brown oil slick observed Reported oil slick to
near sanpling point JC61, USCG
Mar ker #7, near Barnegat
Inlet, 500 yard | ong, 50
mles into the surf
7/ 11 4: 00 PM NJDEP reported that medical No further
debris had washed ashore at notifications were
Dover Beach in Ccean County, made
cl osing the beaches there
7/ 14 10: 21 AM Two floatables slicks Reported fl oatabl es

observed: a) Trash, plastic
and | arge wood pieces in
Newar k Bay fromred buoy to
Buoy 8 and Buoy 6; b) In
Newar k Bay, bel ow red buoy
2A, light density

slicks to the USACCE
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7/ 15 10: 30 AM Two floatabl e slicks Reported slick b) to
observed in Newark Bay: a) t he USACCE
north of green buoy 7, 10
yards x 40 yards, b) from
red buoy 8 to red buoy 10,

i ncludes | arge wood pi eces.

7/ 30 10: 40 AM Two floatable slicks were Reported both
observed: a)ln Newark Bay, floatable slicks to
near green buoy #7, Y2mle x t he USACCE
10'; b) Just north of
Verrazano bridge, 2mle x
50'.

7/ 31 11: 00 AM Fl oat abl es slick observed in Reported fl oatabl e
G avesend Bay: SE of slick to the USACCE
Verrazano Bridge, 400 yards
x 2-3 feet.

8/ 6 9: 00 AM Fl oat abl es slick observed in Reported fl oatabl e
Newar k Bay, approximately slick to the USACOE
1/4 mle long, scattered
trash.

8/ 11 11: 00 AM Fl oat abl es slick observed Fl oat abl es slick
near Red Buoy 26, north of reported to USACCE.
Verrazano bridge: 500 yards
X 20 yards; Gl slick reported to

uscG
G| slick (rainbow sheen)
observed south of Verrazano
bridge: 2 niles |ong.

8/ 12 11: 00 AM Fl oat abl es slick observed Fl oat abl es slick
near Red Buoy 26, north of reported to USACCE.
Verrazano bridge: 500 yards
x 20 yards;

8/ 14 9:40 AM Fl oat abl es slick observed in Reported slicks to
Newark Bay, 1 mle |ong, t he USACCE
from green buoy 7, extending
nor t hwar d

8/ 18 11: 05 AM Fl oat abl es slick observed, % No action due to

mle |ong, east of
CGovernor’s |sland; USACCE
al ready on the scene

col l ecting

USACCE attention to
the slick
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V. How effective has the FAP been in ensuring
tinely notification of beach operators of

potential wash-ups of floatable debris?

Due to the effectiveness of the FAP in 2003 in mnim zing the
escape of floatable debris fromthe Harbor Conplex, it has not
been necessary for the EPA Fl oatabl es Coordinator to notify
beach operators of potential wash-ups of floatable debris.
However, a notification system has been maintained and is in
pl ace whereby, based on the sighting of a floatable debris
slick outside the Harbor Conplex, the EPA Fl oatabl es
Coordinator is to contact the follow ng:

In New Jersey: NIDEP, which in turn notifies |ocal beach
operators; and

I n New York: NYSDEC Region 1 (Nassau and Suffol k counties) or
NYSDEC Region 2 (New York City), depending on the |ocation of
the spotted slick, and the New York Beach I nformation Network
(a cooperative network of many Long |sland beach operators for
t he obtaining of beach condition information).

Al t hough routine clean-up operations are projected to address
the significant majority of floatable debris slicks, a program
is also established to address non-routine events such as the
foll ow ng:

- vessel accidents or illegal dunping; and

- floatable debris slicks sighted in the Bight, beyond
the transect between Sandy Hook and Rockaway Point.
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The EPA Fl oat abl e Coordi nat or, upon receipt of a Bight
floatable slick sighting is to notify appropriate NJDEP and
NYSDEC Fl oat abl e Coordi nators. |Individual State Coordinators
are then responsible for notifying appropriate | ocal
authorities of an inpending washup, who would in turn organi ze
resources for clean-up. NOAA has devel oped a forecasting
program that may be used to predict the inpact area for Bight-
sighted fl oatable debris slicks based on several input
parameters (w nd direction, sea conditions, etc...).

VI. How effective has the FAP been in

m ni m zi ng beach cl osures?

The FAP has been very successful in mnimzing beach cl osures
as evidenced by the fact that there were only three beach
closure incidents in 2003 due to floatable debris.

On July 11, 2003, a significant amunt of seaweed washed
ashore in Ocean County, New Jersey. Mxed with the seaweed
was typical CSO floatable material, including several nedical
syringes. The presence of this nedical debris caused the
Ocean County Health Departnment to close a total of 11 beaches
(in Dover Township and in Lavallette) in a 1.5 mle section of
beach. This precautionary closing occurred at 4:30PM on July
11 and the beaches were opened by the next nmorning. The Ccean
County Health Department investigated the washup and found no
regul at ed nedi cal waste.

On July 24, 2003, and followi ng significant thunderstorms in
the New York City nmetropolitan area, the City of Long Beach
(in Nassau County, New York) closed 4 areas of their beach
(approxi mtely 1000 feet of beach) due to nedical syringes
actively washi ng ashore. Wnds fromthe south/sout hwest
caused CSO fl oatabl e debris, including a number of syringes to
wash ashore. Beaches reopened by July 25, 2003. On July
26, 2003, the Village of Atlantic Beach closed its East

Atl antic Beach again due to the active washup of a small
nunber of medical syringes. This beach was reopened by July
27, 2003. The syringes in both cases were those used by

di abetics. The closings in Long Beach and in Atlantic Beach
are consi dered one incident.
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On August 19, 2003, four days after the power bl ackout that
affected the greater New York/ New Jersey netropolitan area,
two beach closings in Ocean County (Deauville in Brick Twp.
and the Normandy Beach Association in Dover) were closed in

t he afternoon because of a floatable debris washup. Some
syringes were found, but npost of the debris was street litter.
Beaches were reopened the foll ow ng norning.

After the fl oatable debris washups in New Jersey in 1987, the
NJDEP' s Cooperative Coastal Monitoring Program began tracking
beach cl osures due to floatable debris washups in terns of
closures of designated bathing areas. A designated bathing
area is typically a stretch of beach patrolled by a |ifeguard.
A closure of such an area nust last for a m ninmum of one day
in order to be counted as an official closure.

Currently, the NJDEP formally defines a beach closure as
fol |l ows:

The prohibition of primary contact activities at a regul ated
recreati onal beach and/ or beaches contiguous to these beaches;
the term"primary contact activities" inplies a certain
degree of water imrersion/skin contact; regul ated beaches nust
nmeet criteria detailed in Chapter 9 of the State Sanitary
Code, these criteria include the presence of |ifeguards,
certain safety equipnment and water quality testing.

Nassau County does not factor the anmount of time that a beach
is closed into its reporting of “beach closings due to

fl oatabl e debris.” Rather, based on a cooperative working

rel ati onship between the Nassau County Departnent of Health
(NCDOH) and beach operators, beach operators notify the NCDOH
when nedi cal debris is discovered either on the beach or in

the water. |If the quantity of nedical debris found on land is
manageabl e, it is collected and no beach closure ensues. |If
nmedi cal debris is found in the water, the beach will typically

be, based on an inspection by the NCDOH, cl osed.

Being further away from the NY/NJ Harbor, Suffolk County does
not specifically associate nmedical waste with beach cl osings
due to fl oatable debris. The Suffolk County Departnent of
Heal t h Servi ces (SCDHS) wor ks cooperatively with beach
operators to cl ose beaches in cases of “significant anounts of
fl oatabl e debris” either already on the beach or in the water.
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Beaches renmnin cl osed until

tides no | onger

carry significant

SCDHS i n such instances.

The followi ng table denonstrates the success of the FAP in
m ni m zi ng desi gnated bat hing area cl osures due to floatable

debris washups in New Jersey:

New Jersey Fl oatable Debris-Rel ated

Beach Cl osure Data

Year Total # of Designated
Bat hi ng Area Cl osures
in New Jersey between
May 15 and Septenber 15
1988 19
(pre- FAP)
1989 9
(2 incidents)
1990 10
(1 incident)
1991 0
1992 0
(1 unofficial incident)
1993 0
1994 0
1995 0

debris is renoved and i ncom ng
debris to the shoreline.
Beach operators can independently close beaches and alert the




1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003

NJO[lO|lO|lO|]O|O|O

| mpl ement ati on of the FAP in New York has al so been highly
successful. After the sumrer of 1988, in which beaches in New
York from Coney Island in Brooklyn to Tiana Beach in Suffolk
were closed for varying periods of tinme due to floatable
debris washups, the FAP has resulted in mnim zing beach
closures as indicated in the follow ng table.

New Yor k Fl oat abl e Debri s- Rel at ed
Beach Cl osure Data

Year Total # of Beach

Closure Incidents in
New Yor k between

May 15 and Septenber 15

1989 0

1990 0

1991 1

1992 1

1993 0

1994 0

1995 0

1996 0

1997 0

1998 1
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1999

2000

2001

2002

2003
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The FAP has been assessed in the past on a bi-State fl oatable
debri s- based beach closure “incident” basis.

measure the following table indicates the success of the FAP

in mnimzing beach cl osures.

Using this

Combi ned NY / NJ Fl oat abl e Debri s-Rel at ed
Beach Cl osure Data

Year Tot al

# of Fl oatabl e

Debri s- Based
Beach Closure Incidents in
New Jersey and New Yor k

bet ween
May 15 and Septenber 15
1988 9
(pre- FAP)
1989 2
1990 1
1991 1
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1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
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VIl. Rain and the FAP

VWhat has been the inpact of rainfall on the success of the
FAP?

Di scharges from both CSO s and storm sewers are triggered by
rainfall events. The correspondence, however, between
rainfall events and fl oatable debris slick formation is based

on a variety of factors including rainfall intensity, duration
of rainfall, time frame between a particular rainfall event
and the previous rainfall event, and the |location of a
rainfall event. |In early FAP assessnment reports, rainfall

data was included froma variety of specific |ocations: Newark
| nternational Airport and Sandy Hook in New Jersey, and
Central Park, Dix Hlls, the South Shore and John F. Kennedy

| nternational Airport in New York.

In order to utilize rainfall data that nore accurately
reflects the broader region of Northern New Jersey and New
York City / Nassau County / Suffolk County, data fromthe
National Climatic Data Center (“NCDC’) was obtained and was
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presented as nonthly rainfall in inches for the “sunmer
mont hs” (May through Septenber) for each year between 1985 and
2001.

Begi nning in 2002, it was decided to include specific weather
station data for Newark International Airport and Central

Park, to nore accurately correlate the relationship between
rainfall and the Harbor’s CSO di scharge points. Data has been
obtained fromhttp://ww. erh. noaa. gov/er/okx/climte.htm and
is tabulated (note: some differences can be seen in nonthly
precipitation values from past Floatables Action Plan
Assessnment Reports due to the availability of better data) in
the follow ng tables:

State of New Jersey Rainfall Data: 1985 - Present
(National Climatic Data Center New Jersey Division 1 OR
Newar k | nternational Airport Wather Station Data, as

i ndi cated))
MAY | JUNE | JULY [AUGUST| SEPTEMBER| Sunmer
Tot al
1985 3.79 5.25 | 4.51 | 3.90 6. 03 23. 48
1986 1.72| 3.39 | 6.04 | 5.23 2.78 19. 16
1987 2.14] 3.63 | 6.15 | 5.21 5.69 22.82
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1988 5.66( 0.99 | 8.55 | 3.44 2.77 21.41
1989 9.99| 6.65 | 4.06 | 4.71 8.40 33. 81
1990 8.81| 3.38 | 4.40 | 8.82 2. 33 27.74
1991 3.07| 3.14 | 4.41 | 4. 57 4.98 20. 17
1992 3.13( 6.34 | 4.73 | 4.04 3.80 22. 04
1993 0.99| 3.05 | 1.92 | 3. 24 6.11 15. 31
1994 3.67| 5.27 | 4.69 | 5.91 2.74 22.28
1995 3.43| 2.36 | 5.13 | 1.25 4. 24 16. 41
1996 3.45( 5.29 | 7.88 | 2.31 6. 30 25. 23
1997 3.40| 2.57 | 6.13 | 4. 28 3.00 19. 38
1998 6.91| 6.05 | 1.74 | 3.18 2. 27 20. 15
1999 ([3.32]| 1.06 | 1.03 | 4.98 12. 04 22. 43
2000 (4.83| 4.86 | 5.89 | 5.67 3.92 25. 17
2001 (3.76| 6.16 | 2.69 | 2.99 4. 31 19.91
2002 [3.90| 5.80 | 1.19 | 4.05 3. 66 18.6
2003 [3.45|10.50| 2.59 | 8.21 5.57 30. 32
Average|4.18| 4.51 | 4.41 | 4.53 4.79 22.41

State of New York Rainfall Data: 1985 - Present
(National Climtic Data Center New York Division 4 OR

Central Park Weather Station data, as indicated)
MAY | JUNE | JULY |AUGUST|SEPTEMBER| Summrer
Tot al
1985 5.32 | 5.00 | 3.67 | 3.75 3.68 21. 42

1986 0.95]12.64 [ 5.04 | 4.86 1.62 15.11




1987 1.81 | 3.19 | 3.38 | 4.69 4. 45 17.52
1988 4.29 | 1.47 | 6.13 | 2.19 3.21 17. 29
1989 |[10.21| 7.13 | 5.64 | 6.42 5.19 34.59
1990 7.70 ] 3.02 | 3.57 | 8.51 2.70 25. 50
1991 3.31 | 2.22 | 2.94 | 7.81 4.12 20. 40
1992 3.13 | 4.36 | 5.03 | 5.57 3. 89 21.98
1993 1.27 | 2.08 | 1.96 | 2. 86 5.29 13. 46
1994 3.81 | 1.52 | 2.72 | 5.80 3.78 17.63
1995 3.07 | 2.58 | 4.03 | 0.51 3.95 14. 14
1996 3.07 | 4.19 | 6.47 | 2.95 5.53 22. 21
1997 3.15| 2.52 | 5.06 | 4.73 1.75 17. 21
1998 6.12 | 6.21 | 1.38 | 2.57 2.71 18. 99
1999 | 3.84 | 0.90 | 1.19 | 4. 28 7.67 17. 88
2000 [ 4.28 | 4.57 | 6.01 | 3.86 4.67 23. 39
2001 [ 3.10 | 5.44 | 2.86 | 3.71 3.84 18. 95
2002 [ 3.69 | 4.50 | 1.05 | 4.91 5.16 19. 31
2003 | 3.43 [10.27| 3.76 | 5.85 6. 03 29. 34
Averag| 3.98 | 3.88 | 3.78 | 4.52 4. 17 20. 33
e

NCDC New Jersey Division 1 includes all of Northern New
Jersey, south to just north of Sandy Hook and NCDC New Yor k
Di vision 4 includes New York City and Nassau and Suffol k
Counti es.

Fromthis information, the follow ng general statenents can be
made:
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- The summers of 1987 and 1988, the two years in which
significant floatable debris washups occurred, were sumers of
average or bel ow average rainfall.

- The sunmmer of 1989, the first year that the FAP was
i npl enented, was a summer of significantly above average
rainfall.

- The summers of 1990, 1991 and 1992, were generally sumers
of above average rainfall.

- The summers of 1993 - 1995, years in which no floatable
debris-rel ated beach closures occurred, were generally sumers
of bel ow average rainfall.

- The sunmmer of 1999 included nonths of June and July which
were exceptionally low rainfall nonths in both New York and
New Jersey. For New York, 1999 included the | owest June and
July rainfall since 1985. For New Jersey, 1999 included the
second | owest June rainfall and the |owest July rainfall since
1985.

- Cenerally, the summer of 2001 was a summer of |ower than
average rainfall for both New York and New Jersey.

- Based on the Newark International Airport Weather Station
and the Central Park Weather Station data, 2003 was a the
second hi ghest year for precipitation since the inception of
t he Fl oat abl es Action Pl an.

That the years of 1994 (in New Jersey) and 1996 (in both New
Jersey and New York) included sumrer nonths of above average
rainfall for which no floatable debris-related beach closures
occurred is noteworthy. The variety of activities inplenmented
under the FAP and in concert with the FAP since 1989 have
clearly resulted in far greater control of floatable debris
slicks exiting the Harbor and affecting beaches.
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VIIl. Wnd and the FAP

What role do wind speed, wind direction and currents play in
the transport of floatable debris?

I n past FAP assessnent reports, w nd speed and directions were
provided for a variety of specific |ocations: Newark

| nternational Airport and Sandy Hook in New Jersey, and
Central Park, Dix Hills, the South Shore and John F. Kennedy
I nternational Airport in New York. The value of this
specific-location information is, however, mniml. Wnd
speeds and directions are variable fromlocation to | ocation
and can differ between | and and sea. Wnds al so engage in a
conplex interplay with tidal currents. Such data provides
little conclusive correlation between the presence of

fl oatabl e debris in the Harbor, its exit to the Bight and its
eventual washup on Long Island and New Jersey beaches. What
can be said of wind speeds and directions in regard to the
novenment of floatable debris is summarized as foll ows:

- Based on tests conducted, there appear to be four categories
of floatable debris. These four categories are defined bel ow
and the major contributor(s) to their novenents is indicated:
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Cat egori es of Floatable Debris

Cat egory Definition Predom nant
Transport Cause(s)
Fl oati ng ltems that float on | Wnd and Surface

the top of the

wat er surface
(e.g., Styrofoam
cups, plastic
containers, netals
cans)

Current

Partially Submerged

Itens that are
found partially
above the water
surface and
partially bel ow
(e.g., partially
filled cans or
bottl es)

W nd and Surface
Current

Submer ged

ltens that fl oat
just at or bel ow
t he water surface
(e.g., driftwood
t hat has taken on
wat er)

Sur face Current

Neutral | y Buoyant

| tens which exi st
in the water columm
(e.g., plastic bags
or plastic
fragnents)

Subsur face Current

- It appears that the transport of fl oatable debris over

| ong

di stances is affected by |arge-scale wind and offshore current

syst ens.

- Washups of floatable debris in 1987 and 1988 are believed to

have been |inked to favorabl e nmeteorol ogical
is believed that
along with their
drove fl oatabl e debris ashore,

conditions. It
t he sout h- sout hwest,
to the nort heast,
Long | sl and beaches.

- Summertime climatol ogi cal

and neteorol ogi cal

and oceanographic

persi stent sunmer w nds from
associ ated nmean currents

on to the

condi ti ons

favor fl oatables washups on Long |Island and New Jersey

beaches.
towards the west,

nort hwest ,

There is an increased frequency of w nds bl ow ng
north and northeast.
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- QOceanic wi nds cause circulation patterns in the water which
result in windrows. Wndrows concentrate fl oatable debris

wi thin narrow bands, usually parallel to the current
direction. Such floatable debris slicks can washup onto
shores if given favorable short-term conditions of w nds and
tides.

- Once floatable debris exits the Harbor and enters the Bight,
its transport is deternm ned by the Bight’'s meteorol ogical and
hydrodynam cal activities.

Based on this discussion, it is inperative that Harbor-
generated fl oatable debris not be permtted to exit the Harbor
and enter the Bight. The FAP has recognized this basic aim
and has sought to do just that. The interagency

i npl ementati on of the FAP has significantly reduced the anount
of floatable debris that both enters the Harbor and exits the
Har bor, as evidenced by other sections of this report.

| X. NYCDEP Long-term Fl oatable Debris Control

Backgr ound

On June 25, 1992 the NYSDEC and the NYCDEP entered into an
Order on Consent (“CSO Abatenent Order”) providing for the

pl anni ng, designing and construction of a conprehensive CSO
abat ement program for New York City. GCenerally, the CSO

Abat enent Order requires the abatenment of CSO inpacts in two
"Tracks." Track | consists of a series of deadlines which
requi re the NYCDEP to plan, design, comrence construction and
conpl ete construction of CSO abatenent facilities designed to
prevent violations of permt requirements for mninumlevels
of dissol ved oxygen and maxi num | evels of coliform bacteri a.
End dates for these Track |I facilities range from 2001 to
2006. Track Il requires the NYCDEP to plan, design, and
conmence construction of facilities designed to abate
substantially all floatable debris and settl eable solids
(termed the “Conprehensive Plan”) from CSO outfalls where

fl oatabl e debris will not be abated by the construction
projects included in Track I. Dates for the initiation of
construction of Track Il facilities are area specific and are

generally specified to be within 18 nonths of the conpletion
of Track | facilities.



Interim Fl oat abl e Debris Abat enent

The 1992 CSO Abatenment Order also requires that the NYCDEP
undertake certain interimmeasures to address fl oatable debris
control. The NYCDEP was required to purchase and operate one
| arge open water skimrer vessel, designed to supplenment U S
Arnmy Corps of Engineers floatables skimming actions in the New
York / New Jersey Harbor. NYCDEP was also required to
establish a boom ng and ski mm ng program (through the purchase
and operation of four skinm ng boats) to collect and renobve
substantially all waterborne floatables in certain prescribed
Jamai ca Bay tributaries, inner / outer Harbor tributaries and
fromcertain outfalls in beach-sensitive open waters around
Staten Island, western Brooklyn and the upper East River.
These interimneasures are discussed earlier in this
assessnment report.

Catch Basi n Hoodi ng

Anot her interim neasure for floatables control mandated by the
1992 CSO Abatenment Order was that the NYCDEP woul d conplete a
systematic Cityw de survey of catch basins (over 136, 000

t hroughout the City). This survey was to consist of cleaning
each catch basin that requires cleaning and determ ning

whet her the catch basin had a hood in place. |If the catch
basin | acked a hood, the NYCDEP was to replace the hood by no
| ater than Septenber 1993. The rationale behind this

requi rement was that although catch basins were primarily

equi pped with hoods for odor control purposes, the presence of
a functioning hood traps floatables in the catch basin,
mnimzing their delivery to the downstream sewer system
Based on a series of discussions between the NYSDEC and the
NYCDEP, with the support of EPA, the catch basin program was
nodi fi ed and was incorporated into the 1996 CSO Abat enment
Order nodification. The programwas divided into two separate
Phases.

Phase | is defined as those Community Districts where the
boom ng and skimm ng program captures fl oatables fromless
than 50 per cent of the area for which the Mayor’s Office of
Operations found a street litter rating of greater than 1.4 as
of July 1993. Phase Il is defined as Conmunity Districts
where the boom ng and skimm ng program captures fl oatabl es
fromnore than 50 per cent of the area or for which the
Mayor’'s Office of Operations found a street litter rating of
1.4 or lower in July 1993, and Conmunity Districts where
boom ng and skimm ng captures floatables from between 50 and
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75 per cent of the area, and selected Conmmunity Districts not
covered by the boom ng and skinm ng program Hoodi ng of
basins is taking place in both CSO and storm sewer areas of
New York City.

Phase | hood installations were conpl eted on Decenber 26,
1997. The Phase | inventory tallied 44,375 structures and the
hooded percentage of structures was increased to 85. 7% of al
structures in Phase | areas.

Phase Il hood installations were conpleted on Septenmber 24,
1998. The Phase Il inventory tallied 51,443 structures and the
hooded percentage of structures was increased to 85.2% of al
structures in Phase Il areas.

NYCDEP subnitted a work plan for NYSDEC s approval to
determ ne an appropriate and cost-effective catch basin

cl eaning program for floatables capture and flood control in
| ocations of various street litter characteristics throughout
the City. Based on the results of the conpl eted study
(pendi ng work plan approval by the NYSDEC), the NYCDEP
proposed to incorporate the findings into the City's

Conmpr ehensi ve Pl an.

A draft work plan entitled, “Determ ning Catch Basin Cleaning
Frequency for Control of Street Flooding and Fl oatabl es

Di scharges” was submtted to the NYSDEC for review in April
1996. The NYCDEP finalized the work plan in January 1997.
This work plan called for two phases of work, the first of

whi ch was schedul ed for conpletion by June 1997. A draft
report entitled “Catch Basin Cleaning Program for Fl oatables
Capture and Fl ood Control” was conpleted and submtted in June
1997. The second phase of work called for in the work plan
was conpleted in 2001 through a catch basin pilot study
(information concerning this pilot study is attached to this
FAP Assessnent Report) which determ ned the follow ng: a)

Fl oat abl e debris capture starts to deteriorate in a hooded
catch basins between 600 and 1100 gall ons per m nute of runoff
flow, b) Floatable debris capture in a hooded catch basin

i nproves as material accumulates in the basin, inplying that
hood installation increases the need for basin cleaning, and
c) Git does not have a significant effect on fl oatables
debris capture in a hooded catch basin.

NYCDEP has al so extended the catch basin hoodi ng program
beyond the Phase | and Il areas. These other areas are
collectively termed the Phase Il areas. This program was
recommended in the June 1997 Plan. NYCDEP initiated the
hoodi ng of Phase Il areas in Decenber 1998 and substantially
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conpleted it by October 28, 1999. The Phase IIIl inventory
tallied 40,815 structures and nearly 18,000 catch basins were
hooded i n Phase 111l areas.

Based on specific design configuration criteria, certain catch
basins are ternmed “currently unhoodabl e” by the NYCDEP. In
order to place a hood into these catch basins, the catch
basins nust be rebuilt. NYCDEP has identified this activity
as the nost costly of all its Track Il fl oatable debris
control activities.

Under this ongoing catch basin hood program the entire City
is covered by a floatable debris control technol ogy, either
boom ng and skimm ng or catch basin hoods. Floatable debris
control nmeasures were also strengthened above the original CSO
Abat enent Order in that there is now a recurring hood

i nspection and repl acenent program (on a 3-year cycle, based
on SPDES permt conditions, dated April 2003) to ensure the
continued effectiveness of the catch basin hoods as a

fl oatabl e debris control technology. This revised phased
catch basin hood programis expected to augment beach
protection efforts for a nunber of years.

Conmpr ehensi ve Pl an
I n June 1997, the NYCDEP submtted a Draft City-Wde CSO
Fl oat ables Plan (i.e., the Conprehensive Plan) to the NYSDEC.

The Conprehensive Plan is intended to provide CSO controls
outside of the Track |I program which focused on | arger CSO

di scharge areas and the WPCPs. Since its submttal there have
been changes in the Conprehensive Plan to address new concerns
fromthe NYSDEC. One of these has been to include the

i nvestigation of settleable solids, oil and grease as a CSO

i ssue.

The Conprehensive Plan has been eval uating CSO contro

t echnol ogi es. NYCDEP is seeking technol ogi es that have a w de
application such as catch basin hoods, regul ator baffles and
bendi ng weirs for controlling floatables and where applicabl e,
uses a conbi nation of technol ogies to achieve the reduction
goals. As the Use and Standards Attai nment (“USA”) Project
has nmoved forward to devel op watershed plans for each of 26
wat er bodies in New York Harbor, the NYCDEP has devel oped a
change in direction for the Conprehensive Plan. NYCDEP is now
integrating the devel opnent of the Conprehensive Plan with the
wat ershed plans. The Conprehensive Plan will be integrated
into the USA Project. To date, draft watershed plans have
been devel oped for the Bronx River and Paerdegat Basin,

i ncludi ng the Conprehensive Pl an assessnents of fl oatables and
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settleable solids. Wrk is now progressing of devel opment of
Conmpr ehensi ve Plan and Watershed Plans for a variety of water
bodi es i ncl udi ng Gowanus Canal, Newtown Creek, tributaries
within the Upper East River and tributaries within Janaica
Bay.

Qutfalls Program

The NYCDEP has a total of 772 permtted outfalls for the

di scharge of CSO and stormwater. The outfalls program work
i ncl udes mappi ng of outfalls, drainage area characterization,
| and use determ nation, structural survey, and installation of
public notification signs. The NYCDEP has installed signs at
nore than 400 CSO outfalls, a program nmandated by the NYSDEC.
The NYCDEP eval uated potential negative aesthetic inpact of
the sign on high profile areas such as waterfront pronenades
and wal kways. At these |ocations plaques have been install ed
to ensure that views are not obstructed. |In Brooklyn, as a
pil ot project, the NYCDEP installed plaques and an

i nformational public education sign at Shore Road as part of
the Waterwal k Project. The signs notify the public of CSO

| ocati ons and encourages the public to report dry weather

di schar ges.

Dry Weat her Bypass Reducti on

The failure or inmproper operation of a WPCP, punp station, or
sewer regulator can cause a dry weat her bypass to occur. In
the 1980s there were numerous continuous dry weat her bypasses
and failures within the collection systemwere comopn. In
1988 the NYCDEP began a shoreline survey programto identify
and evaluate all CSO |ocations. |In addition staffing of a

Col l ection Facilities Operations (CFO group was increased and
re-organi zed to properly operate and maintain punp stations
and sewer regqulators. The programincluded daily inspection
of punp stations which was continued until a telenmetry system
was installed. The NYCDEP has made mmj or efforts to inprove
punp stations by installing redundant control systens and
backup punps to inprove reliability. Sewer regulators were

i nspected on a nonthly or weekly schedul e based on priority.
Dry weat her bypasses from WPCPs, punp stations, and regul ators
have seen a reduction of 96.7% from fiscal year 1989 to fi scal
year 2003. A total of 61.10 mlIlion gallons of sewage was
bypassed in FY 2003 conpared to 1,844.6 mllion gallons
bypassed in FY 19809.

| ncreased Wet Weat her Capture
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Si nce 1989, the NYCDEP has instituted operational changes at
many of its plants, rehabilitated tide gate structures, and
made i nprovenents to the functioning of its regulators. These
changes have resulted in an increase in the capture of

rainfall that enters the conmbi ned sewer system from an
estimated 18% in 1989 to 72% in 2003. Tide gate infiltration
has been reduced by over 40 MGD since 1985. Water
conservation has al so increased capacity for CSO capture at

t he WPCPs.

Publ i c Educati on

The NYCDEP has devel oped a brochure on floatables which is
avai l able to the public. This brochure describes sources of
fl oatabl es debris and the prograns currently in place for
reduction of floatables discharge. It is distributed at
conferences and public information desks. In addition the
brochure is also displayed in the NYCDEP website at

www. nyc. gov/htm /dep/htm /float.htm . The NYCDEP has al so
conducted a project to evaluate the potential benefits of
devel opi ng a Public Education/ Advertising Canpai gn on reducing
littering as a Best Managenment Practice for reduction of CSO
fl oatabl es. The NYCDEP determ ned that it would consider
moving forward with such a canpaign as a partner anong ot her
agenci es such as the NYCDOS, EPA and NYSDEC shoul d these
agenci es decide to inplenent such a program However, the
NYCDEP did not feel the benefits of such a program would

war rant conducting such a program wi thout such a partnership
with other agencies.

X. NJDEP Long-Term Fl oat abl e Debris Contr ol

The NJDEP, under its 1995 (and reissued in 2000) general

permt for conbined sewer systens, requires permttees with
conbi ned sewer systens to construct solids/floatables contro
measures which will capture and renove solids/floatables which
cannot pass through a bar screen having a bar spacing of 0.5
inches (13.0 mm fromall CSO s, unless the permttee can
denonstrate, to the satisfaction of the NJDEP, that an
alternative control neasure is nore appropriate for a CSO
poi nt .

I n general, once the NJDEP approves the |ong-term

solids/fl oatabl es plan submtted by a permttee, a 30-nonth
time frane is initiated as foll ows:
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a) Permttee is to submt a treatnment works approval (“TWA")
application for NJDEP approval (within 12 nonths of plan
approval)

b) NJDEP is to approve permttee’s submtted TWA application
(within 3 nonths of receiving the TWA application)

c) Permttee is to construct final solids/floatables control
measures (within 15 nonths of TWA)

The NJDEP has taken and will continue to take enforcenent
actions in cases of permttee non-conpliance with these tinme
franes to gain enforceable inplenmentation time schedul es.

The following table indicates the status (as of Decenmber 31
2003) of the various New Jersey CSO permttees’ inplenentation
of solids/floatables control measures:

| npl enent ati on Status of Fl oatabl es Abat enent

Progranms of New Jersey Communiti es
(all collection totals in tons)

Muni ci pal Type of Solids/ 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Tot al
Entity Fl oat abl es To
(Total # of Cont r ol Dat e
CSO Poi nt s)
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Bayonne Bar screens, in- 10.1 25.0 89. 2 127. 2 251.5
(29) line netting and
end- of pi pe
netting and
floating net
facilities
El i zabet h Bar screens and 78. 4 194.8 273.2
(28) In-1ine netting
East Newar k In-line netting
(1) under
devel opnent
Fort Lee In-1ine netting; 2.2 9.9 11.6 32.3 56
(2) recei ves flow
fromthe
AND Edgewat er MUA
service area
Edgewat er
MJA (0)
Quttenburg In-1ine netting 2.0 6.4 5.5 13.9
(1) conpl et ed
Hackensack In-1ine storage
(2) nmodul es with
screeni ng;
col l ection data
not avail abl e
Harrison In-line netting 13.0 17.0 20.2 28.5 78. 7
(7
Jersey Gty In-line netting 33 46 79
MJUA (21) and end- of - pi pe
netting under
devel oprent; 6
CSO poi nts
conpl et e;
remai ni ng points
to be conpleted
in 2004
Kear ney (5) In-line netting
and end- of - pi pe
netting under
devel opnent
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Nort h In-1ine netting, 5.0 30.5 43.5 37.5 29.6 146.1
Ber gen Twp. end- of pi pe
MUA- netting,
Central (9) floating
TrashTr ap,
AND static bar rack
Nort h
Ber gen Twp.
UA-
Wodcl i ff
(1)
Newar k ( 30) Screens and end- 14.2 12. 4 26.6
of pipe netting
partially
conpl et ed
Pat er son Under
(31) devel opnent ;
final plan will
involve in-line
netting, end-of-
pi pe netting and
screens
Perth Anboy In-line Netting 17.3 47.3 49. 4 24.8 138.8
(17)
Nort h Under 80 80
Hudson SA devel opnent ;
(Tri-Gty) final plan will
(12) i nvol ve bar
screen and CDS
AND t echnol ogy
facilites
Nort h
Hudson SA (based on a
Ri ver Road conver si on
Pl ant (2) factor of 100
cubic feet =1
t on)
Ri dgefield In-line Netting 1.5 25.8 28.1 22.8 29.0 107.2
Par k (6) and end- of - pi pe
netting
TOTALS |- 6.5 99 173 | 363 | 610 | 1251
(in tons) T
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Based on provided information, 610 tons of fl oatable debris

were captured in 2003 at
outfalls |isted above.
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